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Our Dockur No.: 0325.0O.364 



lljTHgjffllTED STATES PATENX.AND IRAJUKM AKK^QKUICE RECEIVED 

cernw. fax center 

In ic Application of: ^ ^ „ 

1 SEP 2 2 2004 

Applicant Michael T. Moore et al. 

Application No.: 09/605,503 Examiner: Mal/ahru D. . 

Filed: June 28, 2000 Art Group: ?. 1 :U 

F„ r: METHOD OF IMPLEMENTING LOGIC FUNCTIONS USING A 

LOOK-UP-TABLE 

I lunvtby comfy lhat this letter, rlw response or amendment iiLuidied hereto arc bcnv,i deposited with the United 
Si Lift::-, Postal Service as first class mail in an envelope addressed lo Mail Stop Appeal Brief - Patents, 
Commissioner Tor Patents, P.O. Box 1450, Alexandria, VA 223 13-1450, on J5coonihcr^.,.j;i!flL- 

By: J^^Xi^K, :L^Jl^ 
Marary Donna Berkley .) 

// 

AP^AJJ«JtlKK 

Mm I Slop Appeal Brief - Patents 
Commissioner for Patents 
P.O. Box 1450 
Alexandria, VA 223 13-1450 

Deai Sir: 

Appellants submit, to triplicate, the following Appeal Brief pursuant to 37 C.VM, 
§1.1 1 >2 for consideration by the Board of Patent Appeals anil Interferences. Appellants also submit 
herewith :.i PTO-2038 Form in the amount of $330.00 to cover ilic cost of filing ihu opening brief 
as required by 37 C.F.R- § 1 .17(e). Please charge any additional fees or credit any overpayment to 
our Deposit Account Number 50-0541. 
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I. RKA L PARTY IN INI^KKST 

The real party in interest is the Assignee, Cypress Semiconductor Corporation. 

U, KPLLAljEDjVl^ ES 

There are no related appeals or interferences known to ihe Appellants, Appellants' 
leK:il representative, or Assignee which will directly affect or he directly affected by or have n 
bcrimny on Ihe Board's decision in the pending appeal. 

III. STATUS OF CLAMS 

Claims 1-20 are pending and remain rejected The Appellants hereby appeal the 
rejection of claims 1-20. 

IV. STATUS OF AMJ?yi)MKjNIXS 
Appellants are appealing a final Office Action issued by the Examiner on .July 3, 
2003. On August 27, 2003, Appellants filed an AmendmcM After Final and . requested 
reconsideration of the claims. On September 23, 2003, an Advisory Aciion was issued by the 
l-xnniincr indicating that (i) the claim amendments would be entered for the purposes of appeal and 
(jj) chums remained rejected. On October 3, 2003, Appellants filed a Notice of Appeal. 

v. §1JMM£!H(^ 

The present invention concerns an apparatus generally comprising a first look-up- 
lablc (102b), a second look-up-table (102c) and a logic circuit (KM). The first look-up-table may 
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be configured 10 generate a first partial product signal t'RHSULTbl from a lirst address formed by 
concatenating a Urst input signal (INa) and a second inpui signal (INdl. The second look-up-table 
may he configured to generate a second partial product signal (RfrSt JLTe) from a second address 
formed by concatenating a third input signal (INb) and u fourth input signal (INc). The logic circuit 
may be configured to generate m output signal (OUT) in response to the iirM partial product signal 
and die second partial product signal. The first look-up-iable and the second look-up-table may bo 
implemented, within a multiport memory. 

VI. LS£UKS 

The first issue is whether claims 7-1 1 arc. patentable under 35 U.S.C § 112, second 

paragraph. 

The second issue is whether claims 1-11 and 13-20 are paienlable under 35 U.S.C. 
§ I 02<b ) over White, U.S. Patent No. 4,344, 151. 

The third issue is whether claim 12 is patentable under 3:5 U.S.C?. § 103(a) over White 
in view of Chehrazi et al., U.S. Patent No. 6,353,843 (hereafter Chehra/.i). 

VI r. GROUPING OF CLAIMS 

Appellants contend that the claims of Lbe present, invention do not stand or fall 
together. In particular, the following groups of claims are separately patentable: 
Group 1: Claims 1,4, 14 and 15 stand together. 
Group 2: Claim 2 stands alone. 
Group 3: Claim 3 stands alone. 

Docket Number: 0325.00364 

Application No.: 4 
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Group 4: 



Claim 5 stands alone. 



Group 5: 



Claims 6 and 17 stand together. 



Group 6: 



Claims 7, 8 and 9 stand togeihei . 



Group 7: 



Claims 10 and I L stand together. 



Group 8: 



Claim 12 stands alone. 



Group 9: 



Claims 13, 16, 18, 19 and 20 Miami together. 



Thcclaim(s) inoachgroup is(are) separately patentable from the clann(s) in any olher 



VI 1.1. ARGUMENTS 

A . Sc }cctcd__gj onpings of claims are each pate nj _ab Icjin d g r ,3 5.1 1 • S .C^JJ £. 

3S LLS.C.$ 112 

1, Group 6 (claims 7, 8 and 9) is patentable under 35 U.S»C.§ 112, second 

l>anu»i,aph. 

The Examiner rejected the claims of group 0 "as beiny, indefinite for failing to 
particularly point out and distinctly claim the subject maUcr which applicant regards as (he 
invention. 5,1 However, the Examiner failed to provide any evidence or argument that ihe claim 
ton^ua^e was either (i) indefinite and/or (ii) not the subject matter thai die Appellants regard as the 
in veni ion 2 I nslead, the Examiner asserted that "[t]he concatenating of first and fourth input signals 

1 Office Action, July 3, 2003, page 3, section 5, lines 1-3. 

: Office Action, July 3, 2003, page 3, section :3. 

Docket Number: 0325.00364 
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for addressing the third loop-up table is mis-descriptive, note Fig. TV' Mis descriptive docs not 
appear to he a valid argument for a 35 U.S.C. §112, second paragraph rejection.' Therefore, the 
Examiner has failed to establish that the claims of group 6 are not in compliance with 35 U.S.C 
§1 12. second paragraph for lack of evidence or arguments. 

Assuming, arguendo, that the Examiner intended the ,h i)iid-dcseripiive" argument to 
he ..in indefinite argument (for which Appellants' representative docs not necessarily agree), the 
claims ol'group 6 arc sill descriptive relative to FIG. I of the application. In particular, Lhe claims 
of group (\ through dependency on claim 1 , provide (i) a first look-up-table <LUT) configured to 
generate a first partial product signal from a first address formed by concalcnul ing a. first input signal 
and (ii) a second input signal and a second look-up-table configured to gener;ue a second partial 
product signal from a second address formed by concatenating a third input signal and a fourth input 
siunal. FIG. 1 of the application shows an example implementation of an apparatus with four look- 
up-tables 1 02a- 1 02n and four signals IMa, INb, INc and INd. One of ordinary skill in the art would 
understand that the four input signals of the claims may be illustrated, for example by the four 
signals )Na, INb, INc and llSkL Therefore, the claimed first and the second look-up- tables may be 
iilusiirited by cither (i) the LUT 102b and LUT 102c or in) lhe LUT I02n and LUT I02u. 

Claim 7 provides a third look-up-table eon loured to generate a third partial product 
signal from a' third address formed by concatenating the first input signal arid the fouith input signal. 
Usinu lhe example where the claimed first look-up-table is illustrated by the LUT l()2b and the 



' Office Action, July 3, 2003, page 3, section 5, lines 4-5. 

4 Manual of Patent Examining Procedure (M.P. b/P.), Kighth fcdition. Revised February 2003, 

Pocket Number: 0325.00364 
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claimed second loolc-up-iable is illustrated by the LUT 102c. ihc claimed first, second, third and 
lbuiid input signals may be illustrated by thesignals INa, INd, INb mid INc, respectively. 1 lius, ihc 
claimed third look-up-table may be illustrated by the LI JT 102n with the claimed first and fourth 
input sisals being illustrated by the signals INa and INc. respectively. 1 hcreibrc, claim 7 is not 
mis -descriptive as asserted by the Examiner. 5 

Claim 8 provides a fourth look-up-table configured to generate a fourth partial 
product .signal from a fourth address formed by concatenating the second input signal and the third 
input signal. The fourth claimed look-up-table may be illustrated by the LUT 1 02a. with the claimed 
second and third input signals being illustrated by the signals INd and I Nb, respectively. Therefore, 
the claim 8 is not mis-descriptive as asserted by the Examiner." As such, the claims of group 6 nre 
fully compliant with 35 U.S.C. §112, second paragraph and the rejection should be reversed. 

2. Group 7 (claims 10 and 11) is patentable under 35 U.S.C.§ 1 12, second 

paragraph. 

The Examiner rejected the claims of group 6 "as being indefinite for failing to 
particularly point out and distinctly claim the subject mailer which applicant regards as the 
invention." 7 However, the Examiner failed to provide any evidence or argument that the claim 
lanjairtge was either (i) indefinite and/or (ii) not the subject mailer dial the Appellants regard as the 



'• Office Action, July 3. 2003, page 3, section ?, lines -1-5. 

" Office Action, July 3, 2003, page 3, section 5. line 5. 

; Office Action. July 3, 2003, page 3, section 5. lines i -3. 

Docker Number: 0325.00304 

Application No.: 7 



PACE 9/28 ' RCVD AT 9/22/2004 1 :45:28 PM [Eastern Daylight Time] • SVR:USPTO-EFXRF-1/2 * DNIS:8729306 " CSID:586 4980673 • DURATION (mm-ss): 10-1 8 



SEP-22-2004 WED 01:35 PM CHRISTOPHER HA I OR ANA 



FAX NO. 586 4980673 



P. 



invention.* Instead, the Exmniner asserted that "[c'Jlairn 1 0 is mis-descriptive because: die first partial 
product sh-in.il in not shi fted, note Ihe equation on page 8, line 3 w ' Mis-descriptive does aol appear 
to be a valid argument for a 35 U.S.C. §112, second paragraph rejection. 10 Therefore the Examiner 
has filled to establish that the claims of group 7 are not in compliance wuh 35 I J.S.C §112, second 
paragraph Tor lack of evidence or arguments. 

Assuming, arguendo, that the Examiner intended the "mid-descripli vc" argument to 
be an iiule Unite argument (for which Appellants' representative does not necessarily agree), the 
claim:; of group 7 are sill descriptive relative to the equation on page 8, line 3 of the application. In 
particular, die claims of group 7 provide shifting a first partial product signal. Using the above 
example t^roup 6) where the claimed first look-up-table is illustrated by ihe LUT i02l> in FIG. 1 of 
the application, the claimed first partial product signal may he illustrated by the signal RESULTb 
generaied from the input signals TNa and INd. The equation on page 8, line 3 of the application 
shows shirting of the partial product signal RESUI.'Ib by way of an example multiplication 
(e.g., " '.") of A time D (e.g., A.D) that has been shifted (e.g., A. DO). The same multiplication and 
shiA is also illustrated on page 7, lines 13-21 of the application as follows: 

AB 

1CD 

D.B 

A . D- 

C.B- 

± _C ,A— 

RESULT 

* Office Action, July 3, 2003, page 3, section 5. 

* Office Action, July 3, 2003, page 3, section 5, lines 5-6. 

m M.P.E.P., Eighth Edition, Revised February 2003, §2171, 

Doelet Number: 0325.00364 

Application No.: 8 
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Where the arrows may represent logical shifts and the V may indicate 

niLilupiieaiion. 

Thi;ivlbrc. chiirn 10 is not mis-descriptive as asserted by the ]:xamincr. M As such, the claims of 
group 7 arc Cully compliant with 35 U.S.C. §112, second paragraph and the rejection should be 
reversed. 

sci^ j*ah;nl;^ 

35 U.S.C § 1 0.2 

The Federal Circuit has stated that "[t]o anticipate, every clement and limitation of the 
ctnimcd invention must he found in a single prior an reference, arranged as in the ctuiw. y " : 
(Pi nphasis added). The Federal circuit has added that the anticipation determination is viewed from 
one of ordinary skill in the art: "There must he no difference between the claimed invention and the 
reference disclosure, as viewed by a person of ordinary skill in the Held of the invention." 1. 
Fun hern iore„ "A claim is anticipated only if each and every element as set forth in the claim is 
found, either expressly or inherently described, in a single prior an reference." 14 

i: Office Action, July 3, 2003, page 3, section x lines 5-0. 

[2 Brown v. 3M\ 60 USPQ2d 1375, 1376 (Fed. Cir. 2001) citing Karslcn Mfg. Corp. w 
Cleveland Goif Co.. 242 F.3d 1376, 1383, 58 USPQ2J 1286, 1291 (Fed, Cir. 2001); Scripps Clinic 
& Research Found, v. Genentech Inc., 927 F.2d 1565, lKU.S.RQ.M 1001, 1 0 10 (Fed. Cir. 1991) 
<L:rnpliasis added by Appellant). 

11 Scripps Clinic & Research Found, v. Genentech Im\ , 927 F.2d 1565. IS U.S.I\Q.2d 1001, 
ttilu (t ech Cir. 1991). 

H Verdegaal Bros. V. Union Oil Co. of California, S 1 4 F.2d 628, 1 fS PQ2d 1051,1 053 (Fed 
Cm: P>87). 

Docket Number: 0325.00364 

Application No,; 9 
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K Group ! (claims 1,4, 14 and IS) is not anticipated by White 

The claims orgroup 1 provide a first Iook-np4abieoi>etatiou to generate a lirsi partial 
produci rtignal from a first address formed by concatenating a first input signal and a second input 
signal. In contrast, White appears to be silent regarding any memory clement 21-28 utilizing an 
address turned by concatenating two input signals. In particular, column 4, line 1 7 of White states 
thai elements 15, 16, t7and 18 arc summing means for the addresses Ar, Br. Ai and Bi. A common 
dcl'iniu-tn for a "sum" is "the result of an addition." 15 However, a ^concatenation of two string a 
*nn! /> is the string ah formed by joining a and br l(i From the common definitions, one of ordinary 
skill m tin: art would understand a summation to be a different operation than a concatenation. 
Theivfnve. While does not appear to disclose or suggest a first look-up-lable configured to generate 
a first partial product signal from a first address formed by eoneutemuin^ a first input signal and a 
second input signal as presently claimed. 

The claims of group 1 further provide a my itiport memory * The United States Patent 
and Trademark Office defines a <fc multiport memory" in class 71 I, subclass 149 as: 

Subject matter including means or steps for controlling shared memory capable of 
suppurting a plurality of simultaneous read accesses. (Emphasis added) 

One. of ordinary skill in the art would not recognize die independent memory elements 21 -2S of 

White, each having a single address input and a single data output, to form a shared memory of a 

convert* iimal rmdtipotl memory. For example, the memory element. 2 1 of White cannot be accessed 



Amendment After Final, August 27, 2003, Appendix A., definition of "sum" from Eric 
WvisstcM 's World of Mathematics. 

"Amendment After Final, August 27, 2003, Appendix B, definition oP'coucatenntion ' from 
Uric Wsissiein's World of Mathematics. 

l>u:kct Number: 0325.00364 
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ihroutih the address Bi. Therefore, White does not appear lu disclose or suiyyjNi a mulUport memory 
as presently claimed. 

The claims of group I further provide generating an output signal in response io the 
first partial product signal and the second partial product signal. Assuming, arguendo, that (i) the 
memory clement 26 of White is similar to the claimed second ioolvup-mhie and (ii) the output signal 
oiclemeni 41 in TIG. 1 of White is similar to the claimed output, signal as asserted by the Examiner' 
(for whieh Appellants 1 representative docs not 'necessarily agree), the output signal from element 4 1 
of White does not appear to be generated in response Lo the signal generated by the memory 26 of 
W hik\ in particular, the output signal from memory 26 is received hy element 32 and the output of 
demon! 32 is directed to element 42 of White. Therefore, prima facte, anticipation has not been 
established For lack of evidence that the signals and elements of White are arranged as in the claims 

(if \M OHp I . 

The claims of group I further provide four input signals, hi contrast, the lixammer 
only eiies three address signals (Br, Ar and Ai) from While in rejecting the four claimed input 
signals. iS Assuming, arguendo* that the signal Bi of White is similar to the claimed fourth inptU 
signal I for which the Appellants' representative does not nceessari !y agree), the signal Bi of While 
does not appear to contribute to the input address for memories 25 or 2(>, which were asserted by the 
t Lxamii ler to be similar.to the claimed first and second look-up-tables. 1 " Therefore, the Examiner has 

'[ Office Action, July 3, 2003, page 2, section lines 5 and 7. 

'* Office Action, July 3, 2003, page 2, section 2, lines 3-7. 

v> Office Action, July 3, 2003, page 2, section 2, lines 3 and 5. 

Hockel. Number: 0325.00364 

Application No.: 1 1 
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failed to establish prima \ facie anticipation for lack of evidence ihai the addresses and memory 
elements of White are arranged as in the group 1 claims. 

In summary, the Examiner has failed to establish that While discloses or suggests (i) 
conca»omiiing two input signals and (ii) a multiport memory. The Kxamtner has also failed to 
establish prima facie anticipation for (i) generating an output signal in response to the first partial 
product signal and the second partial product signal and (ii) four input signals concatenated into two 
luuk- up- tables. As such, the claims of group 1 are fully patentable over the cited reference and the 
rojec iiou should be reversed. 

2. Group 2 (claim 2) is not anticipated by White 

Claim 2 depends from claim I and thus contains ail of the limiuuions of claim 1 
(group I }. Consequently, the arguments presented above in support of the patentability of group I 
are incorporated hereunder in support of group 2. 

Chum 2 further provides that the multiport memory comprises a dual port memory. 
liVeoiiltasi, White appears to be silent regarding dual port memories. Therefore, While does not 
appear to disclose or suggest a multiport memory comprising a dual port memory as presently 
churned. 

Furthermore, the Examiner has failed to provide any evidence of anticipation lor the 
claimed dual port memory. 20 Therefore, the Examiner has failed to establish pwmiy«tfi<? anticipation 
liuil .* multiport memory comprising a dual poil memory is expressly or inherently described by 



:o Office Action, page 2, section 2. 

Docket Number: 0325.00364 
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While. As such, claim 2 is fully patentable over the cited reference and the rejection should be 
vo\ crseil 

3. Group 3 (claim 3) is not anticipated by White 

Claim 3 depends from claim 1 and thus contains ail of the limitations of claim 1 
(LM'oup 1 ). Consequently, the arguments presented above in support of the patentability of group 1 
are incorporated hereunder in support of group 3. 

Claim 3 further provides that the multiport memory comprises a quad port memory. 
In conirasi , White appears to be silent regarding quad port memories. Therefore, White does not 
appear to disclose or suggest a multiport memory comprising a quad port memory as presently 
ch.it mi :d 

Furthermore, the Examiner has asserted ihatthc complex nmhipiicrof Whitehas four 
input signals and thus constitutes a quad port memory. However, none of the four addresses Ar, Or, 
Ai and Bi of WhiLe appear to be able to access all of the memory elements 2 1 -28 as would bo the 
ease in a conventional quad port memory. For example, address Ar cannot access the contents of 
memory element 22. Instead, White appears to disclose nothing more than eight independent 
single-port memory elements each receiving information Irojvi at m*»si two address among the four 
addresses Ar, Br, Ai. and Bi. Therefore, the Examiner has failed to establish prima facie anticipation 
thai a quad port memory is expressly or inherently described by White. As such, claim 3 is fully 
patentable over the cited reference and the rejection should be reversed. 
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4. Croup 4 (claim 5) is not anticipated by White 

Claim 5 depends from claim 1 and thus contains all of the limitations of claim 1 
(grntip 1 ). Consequently, the arguments presented above in support of' the patentability of group 1 
;uv incorporated hereunder in support of group 4. 

Claim 5 further provides a first input signal tliul is substantially equal to oneofathird 
input signal and a fourth input- signal. In contrast, White appear* to be silent, regarding using a 
suksianluilly equal signal for two addresses into two of the memory elements 2 \ -28. In patriculair, 
FIGS. 1-6 of White appear to disclose that the address received hy each memory element 21-28 is 
unique. Therefore, White does not appear to disclose or ssugijesL a llrst input signal that is 
substantially equal to one of a third input signal and a fourth input siynal as presently claimed. 

Furthermore, the assertion by the -Examiner to "note the above paragraph" does not 
appear to provide any evidence that White discloses or suggests substantially equal input signals/- 1 
Nothing in page 2, section 2 of the Office Action appears to cite evidence in While lor substantially 
equal inpws. Therefore, the Examiner has failed to establish prima facie anticipation that 
substantially equal inputs arc expressly or inherently described by White. As such, chiim 5 is fully 
patenlahle over the cited reference and the rejection should he reversal. 

5. Group 5 (claims 6 and 17) is run anticipated by White 

The claims of group 5 depend from the independent claims of group 1 and thus 
contain* all of the limitations of group 1 . Consequently, the arguments presented above in suppott 
of rhe patentability of group I are incoiporatcd hereunder in support of group 5. 



i] Office Action, July 3, 2003, page 2, section 2, line 1 I 
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The claims of group 5 further provide a first, input signal thai comprises a single-hit 
serial conjuration, fn contrast, White appears to be silent regarding u single- bit serial configuration 
for the addresses Ar. Br, Ai and Bi. Therefore, White does not appear 1o disclose or suggest a first 
input signal that comprises a single-bit serial configuration as presently claimed. 

Furthermore, the assertion on by the Rxaminer that "i f data is repi escnled as a single 
bi\ \\v:n there is no difference between a serial and a parallel configuration"" does not appear to be 
expre^ly or inherently described by White. Since While appears to be silent regarding a single-hit 
parallel address (an oxymoron in itself), the hypothetical *'iP asserted by the Kxuvnincr is irrelevant. 
Therein™, the Examiner has failed to establish prima facie anticipation that a single-bit serial 
conjuration is expressly or inherently described by White. As such, the claims o [group 5 are fully 
patentable over the cited reference and the rejection should he reversed. 

6. Group 6 {claims 7, 8 and 9) is not rtntietpatcd by White 
The claims of group 6 depend from claim 1 and thus contains all of (he limitations 
ofebun 1 (group 1). Consequently, the arguments presented above in support of the patentability 
of group 1 are incorporated hereunder in support of group 6. 

The claims of group 6 further provide a third look-up-table eon figured to generate 
a third partial product signal from a third address formed by concatenating the first input signal and 
the fourth input signal. In contrast, White appears to he silent regarding concatenating any two of 
the addiesses Ar, Br, Ai or Bi. Therefore, White does not appear to disclose or suggest a third look- 



:i Office Action, July 3, 2003, page 2, section 2, lines 11-13. 
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up»(ahlo configured to generate a third partial product siwal from a Uurd address formed by 
concaloiiiJling u Jlrsl input signal and a fourth input signal as presently churned. 

l-'urlhermore, the Examiner has failed to provide any evidence of anticipation for 
concatenation of a first input signal and a fourth input signal. ' 3 Therefore, the Examiner has foiled 
to c.<[.\hU*l\ prima facie anticipation thai a third look-up -talkie configured to generate a third pai tial 
product signal from a third address formed by concatenating a first input signal and a fourth input 
siunai rs expressly or inherently described by White. As such, tho claims of group 6 arc fully 
patentable over the cited reference and the rejection should he reversed, 

7. Group 7 (claims 10 and 11) is not anticipated by White 
The claims of group 7 depend from claim 1 and thus eoniains ail of the limitations 
of claim t (uroup I). Consequently, the arguments presented above in support of the patentability 
ofvroup ! are incorporated hereunder in support of group 1. 

The claims of group 7 further provide thai the logic circuit is further configured to 
shift the first partial product signal in response to a first shift signal before generating the output 
sinnal. I n contrast, White appears to he silent regarding shi Ring any signal presented by the memory 
elements 21-28. Therefore, White does not appear to disclose or surest a logic circuit configured 
to :>hil1 a first partial product signal in response to a first shi It signal before generating an output 
signal as presently claimed. 



:i Office Action, July 3, 2003, page 2, section 
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Furthermore, the Examiner has failed to provide any evidence of anticipation tor 
shi fliiui. M I heroforc, the Examiner has failed to establish prima facie antici palion that a logic circuit 
configured to shift a first partial product signal in response to a fust shift signal before generating 
an outpui ssynal is expressly or inherently described by While. As such, the claims of group 7 are 
fully patentable over the cited reference and the rejection should be reversed. 

8. Group 9 (claims 13, 16, 18, 19 and 20) is not anticipated by White 

The claims of group 9 depend from the independent claims of yroup I and thus 
contains all of the limitations of group 1. Consequently, the arguments presented above in support 
of the patentability of group 1 are incorporated hereunder in support of group 9. 

Furthermore, the Examiner has failed to provide any evidence of anticipation for any 
of the ekmonts within the claims of group 9/ 5 Therefore, the Fxummer has tailed to establish prima 
facie anticipation that the elements for the claims of group 0 are expressly or inherently described 
by White. As such, the claims of group 9 are fully patentable over the cited reference and the 
rejection should be reversed. 



^ Office Action, July 3, 2003, page 2, section 2. 

Office Action, July 3, 2003, page 2, section 2. 
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35 U.S.C. § 103 

"[T]o establish obviousness based on a combination of the elements disclosed in the 
prior an, there must be some motivation, suggestion or teaching of the desirability of milking the 
speci J 1c combination that was made by the applicants.'* 1 'tf jhe faoliud inquiry whdher lo combine 
references must be thorough and searching"" "This iaeLual question ... [cannot] be resolved on 
subjective belief and unknown authority " 2B "It must bo based on objective evidence of record " M 
The Kxaminor must show that (a) there is some suggestion or motivation, either in the references or 
in the knowledge generally available to one of ordinary skill in the an, to modify or combine the 
references, lb) there is a reasonable expectation of success, and (c) the prior ait reference (or 
cornbinalitm of references) leaches or suggests all of the claim limitahous as arranged in ihechmn&A 
Furlhemiore, The Court of Appeals for the Federal Circuit has indieaved thai the requirement for 
showing the teaching of motivation to combine references is ^rigorous" and must be "clear and 
pellicular \ 1! 

■ 6 In re Kotzab, 217 F.3d 1365, 1370, 55 USPQ2d I 313, 13 lo (Fed. Cir. 2000) (citing In re 
fhmrc, I W) K.3d 1339, 1343, 48 USPQ2d 1635, 1 637 (Fed. Cir. 1WR); In re Gordon. 733 F.2d 900, 
•>02, 221 USPQ 1125, 1127 (Fed. Cir, 1984)). 

27 McGinley v. Franklin Sports, Inc., 262 F.3d 1 339. \ 35 1 - 52, 60 I JSPQM 1 001 , 1 008 (Fed. 
Or. 2001). 

InreLee.m F.3d 1338, 1343-44,61 USPQ2d 1430, H34(Fcd. Cir. 2002). 
w hi. at 1343, 61 USPQ2d at 1434. 

^ M.P.E.P., Kighth Edition, Revised February 2003 §2142. 

; ' in re Anita Dcmbiczakmi Benson Zinbarg. 50 l.;.S.P.Q.2d 1014 (Fed. Cir. 1999). 
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I. Group 8 (claim 12) is patentable over White in view orciichnui 
Claim 12 depends from claim 1 and thus contains all of the limitations of claim 1 
Oyoup 1 }. Consequently, the arguments presented above: in support ol the patentability of group i 
a iv incorporated hereunder in support of group 8. 

The Examiner has failed to establish prima Jack- obviousness for lack of clear ami 
particular evidence to combine the White and Chehrav.i references The Examiner has failed to 
provide particular findings as to the reasons a skilled artisan, with no knowledge of the present ly 
ciuiincd invention, would have selected the cited references for combination. The (actual inquiry 
whether to combine references must be thorough and searching. The rigorous application of the 
reqiti cement for showing the teaching or motivation to combine references is necessary to avoid the 
suWile bul powerful attraction of a hindsight-based obviousness analysis. 11 i.s improper, in 
determining whether a person of ordinary skill in the art would have been led to ihe combination of 
references, simply to use that which the inventor taught against its teacher. As such, because of a 
lack of particular findings as to the reasons a skilled artisan, with no knowledge of the presently 
claimed invention, would have selected the cited references for combination, the Examiner docs not 
appear to have met the burden of factually establishing a prima jaci*: ease unobviousness." 
therefore claim 1 2 is fully patentable over the cited references and the rejeci ion should be reversed. 



- M.P.E.P., Eighth Edition, Revised February JU03. §21 4:. 
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Groups 1-9 are separately patentable. 

During prosecution, each independent and dependent claim is considered to be 
separately patentable over every other claim. 33 As such, each of the above groups is considered to 
be separately patentable over every other group, 34 Inpiirlioular, each ol'lhe groups include:; a unique 
combination of arguments that allow individual groups lo siand over (he references even if .ill of the 
other groups full. 

Group 2 includes an argument that White does not disclose or suggest a dual port 
memory us presently claimed. Since group 1 does not depend on the dual port memory argument, 
group 2 may be found patentable even if group 1 is not. 

Group 3 includes an argument that White does not disclose or suggest a quad port 
memory as presently claimed. Since groups I and 2 do not depend on the quad port memory 
argument, group 3 may be found patentable even in groups I and/or ?. are not. 

Group 4 includes an argument that While does not disclose or suggest a first input 
signal substantially equal to a third input signal or a fourth input signal. Since groups 1-3 do not 
depend on die substantially equal argument, group 4 may be found patentable even if groups 1 , 2 
and/or 3 are not. 



11 See, e.g., Rowe v. />or, 42 USPQ2d 1 550 J 552 ( Fed. Cir. I W7), Preemption Devices, Inc. 
v. Muwcxota Mining and Manufacturing Company, 221 USPQ S4L 843 (Fed. Cir. 1984), and Jones 
v. { lardy, 727 F.2d 1524, 1528, 220 USPQ 1021,* 1024 (Ted. Cir. 1984) (It is well established that 
each claim in a patent constitutes a separate invention.). 

■ 4 M.RH.P., Eighth Edition, Revised February 2003, $12(K>. 
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Group 5 includes an argument that White (iocs not disclose or attest a sinyle-bit 
serial configuration. Since groups 1-4 do not depend on the single-bit serial argument, group 5 may 
he Immd patentable even if groups 1-3 and/or 4 are no!. 

Group 6 includes an argument that White does nowlisdotfe or suggest a third took-up- 
tuhle as presently claimed. Since groups 1-5 do not depend on die thin! louk-up-lablc argument, 
group 0 may be found patentable even if groups t-4 and/or 5 are not. 

Group 7 includes an argument that White docs not disclose or suggest shilling as 
presenily churned . Since groups 1-6 do not depend on Lhe shifting argument, group 7 may be found 
patentable even if groups 1-5 and/or 6 aTC not. 

Group 8 includes an argument that the Examiner has failed to establish prima facie 
obviousness to combine White and Chehrazi. Since groups I -7 do not depend on die obviousness 
argument, group 8 may be found patentable even if groups 1 -6 and/or 7 are not. 

Group 9 includes an argument that the Examiner has failed to provide evidence of 
antieipjitiou for the claimed elements. Since groups l-S do not depend on the lack of evidence 
argument, group 9 may be found patentable even if groups 1-6 and/or 7 arc net. 

None of the cited references concern concatenated input signals or a muftiporl" 
memory as recited in claims I, 14 and 15. The Examiner has failed to provide evidence of 
anticipation for claims 2, 5-11, 13 and 16-20. Furthermore, claims 7-1 1 are compliance whh 35 
U.S.C. §112, second paragraph. Hence, the Examiner has clearly erred wiih respect to the 
patentability of the claimed invention. It is respectfully requested thai the Board overturn the 

Ducket Number: 0325.00364 
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f'AHiiiinur'.s rejection of ail pending claims, and hold ihat iho claim.* are not. rendered anticipated or 
obvious by the cited references. However, should the Board find the arguments herein in support 
of mdepcmtemclaims 1 , 14, and/or 15 unpersuasive, the Board is respectfully requested to carefully 
consider Hie arguments set forth above in support of each of the independently patentable groups. 



Dated: December 2. 2003 



241)25 Greater Mack 
Suite 200 

Si. Glair Shores, MI 4S080 



Docket Number: 0325.00364 
Applioaiioit No.: 




Reg. No. 42,8-29 
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IX. APPMUJX 

Tlu: claims of the present application which are involved in litis appeal arc as follows: 



j 1 . An apparatus comprising: 

2 a first look-uprtable configured to generate a first paiiiai product signal from a first 

l\ address formed by concatenating a first input signal and a second input signal; 

4 a second took-up-table configured to generate a second partial product signal from 

5 a second address formed by concatenating a third input signal and a fourth input signal; and 

6 a logic circuit configured to generate an oulput signal in response to said first partial 

7 product signal and said second partial product signal, wherein said first look-up-table ami said 
S second look-up-table are implemented within a mulLiporc mcnioiy. 

1 2. The apparatus according to claim 1 , wherein said null! iporl memory comprises 

2 a dual port memory. 

1 3. The apparatus according to claim 1 , wherein said muh iport memory comprises 

2 a uuuu port memory. 

1 4. The apparatus according to claim !, wherein said multiport memory is 

2 selected ft om a group consisting of aRAM, a ROM, a FROM, an BPUOM.an KKPKOM, and u flash 

3 inu-niorv. 
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1 5. The apparatus according to claim L whcicin said firsl input signal is 

2 substantially equal to one of said third input, signal and said fourth input signal. 

1 6. The apparatus according to claim 1 , wherein said lirst input signal comprises 

2 a single-bit serial configuration. 

1 7. The apparatus according to claim 1 , further comprising: 

2 a third look-up table configured to generate a third partial product si ana! from a third 

3 address ibnned by concatenating said first input signal and said fourth input signal, 

1 8. The apparatus according to claim 7, further comprising: 

2 a fourth look-up-table configured to generate a fourth partial product signal from a 

3 fourth address formed by concatenating said second input signal ami said third input signal. 

1 9. The apparatus according to claim 8, wherein said logic circuit is further 

2 con figured to generate said output signal in farther response to said third partial product signal and 

3 saul fourth partial product signal. 

! 10. The apparatus according to chiim L wherein said logic circuit is further 

2 configured to shift said first partial product signal in- response to a first shill signal before generating 

3 said, output signal. 
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1 H. The apparatus according to claim 10, wherein said logic circuit is further 

2 configured to shift said second partial product signal in response to a second shift signal before 

3 giMienHing said output signal. 

1 1 2, The apparatus according to claim I , further com prising: 

2 a plurality of registers disposed between said first and said second look-up-iablcs and 

3 siiid Uv'je circuit. 

1 13. The apparatus according to claim 1 , wherein said first partial result signal is 

2 an amlunetic function of said first input signal and said second input signal. 

1 14. An apparatus comprising: 

2 means for generating a first partial product signal by looking-upa fust address formed 

3 by concatenating a first input signal and a second input signal to a multiport memory; 

4 means for generating a second partial product signal by looking-up a second address 

5 formal by concatenating a third input signal and a fourth input signal 10 said multiport memory; and 

6 means generating an output signal in response to said Ju st partial product signal and 

7 said second partial product signal. 

1 15. A method for implementing logical functions, comprising I tie steps of: 

2 (A) generating a first partial product signal by looking- -up an address formed by 

3 concatenating a first input signal and a second input signal to a mullipoii memory; 
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4 (B) generating a second partial product signal by iooking-up a second address 

5 formed by concatenating a third input signal and a fourth input signal to said multiporl memory; and 

6 (C) generating an output signal in response to said first partial product signal and 

7 said second partial product signal. 

1 16. The method according to claim 15. wherein said first partial product signal 

2 is a logical function of said first input signal and said second input signal. 

1 17. The method according to claim 15. wherein said lirsl input signal has a single- 

2 bit serial configuration. 

1 18. The method according to claim 1 5, wherein said muttipou inomoi y is selected 

2 from a group consisting of a RAM, a ROM, a PROM, an EPROM, cm HEP ROM, and a fk^h 

3 memory. 

1 19. The method according to claim 15, wherein .step (C) comprises the step of: 

2 adding said first partial product signal and said second partial product signal. 

1 20. The method according to claim 1 9, further comprising the step of: 

2 shi (ting said first partial product signal in response to a first shift signal before adding 

3 to yaid second partial product signal. 
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